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Abstract 
This paper aims at analyzing the impact of globalization on higher education accountability, by bringing to light both the main 
changes in the forces that frame the “Accountability Triangle” (Clark, 1983), and the need to differentiate accountability for 
colleges and universities in diverse national and institutional contexts. To that end, grounding our analysis on the international 
literature about governance and accountability of higher education institutions, we will compare the cases of Boston University 
and Alma Mater Studiorum - University of Bologna. 
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1. Introduction 
Globalization is profoundly affecting and changing higher education worldwide, representing thus a fundamental 
engine of the “academic revolution” (Albach et al., 1999, 2009; Altbach, 2011; Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). Among 
the major global directions in higher education, we find the growing demand for accountability of colleges and 
universities. 
Empirical evidence from different regions of the world shows an increasing importance of this area, a great 
variety of approaches, and some relevant common trends (Alexander, 2000; Banta, 2010; Bogue & Hall, 2003; 
Burke & Associates, 2005; Capano, 2010; Dill, 1999; Findlow, 2008; Heller, 2011; Huisman & Currie, 2004; 
Kallison & Cohen, 2010; Lapovski & Klinger, 2008;Leveille, 2005; Metz, 2010; Middaugh, 2010; Mortimer, 1972; 
Olswang & Lee, 1984; Paletta, 2004; Peterson & Augustine, 2000; Shavelson, 2010;Shin, 2010; Stensaker & 
Harvey, 2011; Trow, 1996; Walker, 2008, Zumeta, 2011). 
Burke & Associates (2005) see the three main forces in public policy – state, market, and academic oligarchy 
(Clark, 1983) – as the vertices of the “Accountability Triangle”, representing respectively the civic, collegiate, and 
commercial cultures and interests, which exert pressure on the accountability of colleges and universities 
(Shavelson, 2010).  
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This paper aims at analyzing the impact of globalization on higher education accountability, by bringing to light 
both the main changes in the above-
differentiate accountability for colleges and universities in diverse national and institutional contexts (Birnbaum, 
1983; Huisman, 1995). 
To that end, grounding our analysis on the international literature about governance and accountability of higher 
education institutions, we will compare the cases of Boston University, a well-know private not-for-profit research 
university in Massachusetts (U.S.), and Alma Mater Studiorum - University of Bologna, an Italian public university 
that was probably the first one in the Occident. 
The opportunity to observethe organizational dynamics of both universities in a real-life setting allows us to 
adopt a case study approach (Eisenhardt, 1989; Merriam, 1998; Stake, 1995; Yin, 1994). Several members of 
administration, faculty, staff, and students were interviewed, in order to consider a wide variety of different 
perspectives. Our study has been completed through the analysis ofthe official documents both published on the 
University web sites and made available by our interlocutors. Additional resources that provide insightful 
information papers, and alumni magazines. 
2. Background 
Globalization and internationalization of higher education can be defined, respectively, 
an increasingly integrated world economy, new information and communications technology, the emergence of an 
international knowledge network, the role of the English language, and other forces beyond the control of academic 
implement to  
The main global 
pp. 1-5): 
 The transition from elite to mass higher education, toward universal participation in postsecondary 
education; 
  
 Key demographic trends; 
 Exponential development of information and communication technology;  
 Global socio-economic environment. 
memoranda, but also the risk of lowering academic standards, the urgency to find new funding sources, the need to 
diversify higher education institutions, the effort in the internationalizing the academic profession, campuses, 
curricula and research, and many other changes. 
In brief, during the last two decades, the surging expectations of contemporary society regarding the role of 
colleges and universities in cultural and economic development, combined with the financial reductions and the 
other global trends in higher education,   
Therefore, nowadays higher education institutions are facing strong pressure to improve both external and 
internal accountability mechanisms, so that accountability issues are present on the worldwide political agenda and 
the scientific debate on these subjects is heated and interesting.  
Accountability is a buzz word and a chameleon-like term (Day & Klein, 1987; Mulgan, 2000; Sinclair, 1995) that 
is used in many different domains and with multiple meanings and interpretations. 
Focusing on hod to assure those inside and 
outside the higher education system that colleges and universities  and students  
ly 
asking whether higher education is functioning efficiently, whether the sector is an effective tool for stimulating the 
economy, whether students learn enough during their studies, and whether universities and colleges can support 
national aims of moder  
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As argued by Clark (1983), higher education systems are the resultant of a triangle of forces: state, market, and 
academic oligarchy. According to Burke & Associates (2005), 
accountability comes from the three main forces in public policy: governmental authority (government, legal 
environment, external constituencies), professional authority (faculty, administrators, staff), and market (students, 
parents, business). 
We observe here that globalization is prompting greater accountability by institutions and individuals through 
this triangle of powers.  
First of all, under the push of globalization, governmental authority (top-down force) requires colleges and 
universities to provide transparent and comparable information about performance, also through the creation of 
international standards, frameworks, rankings, guidelines and agencies, aiming at balancing increased autonomy 
with greater accountability.  
Second, also the market (bottom-up force) is pushing for public information about higher education performance 
since competition between campuses for students, high-quality faculty, and funds is dramatically increasing in the 
global setting. Thus, colleges and universities are rapidly focusing on international students and developing job-
market oriented courses, sometimes to the detriment of the humanities and other studies with less job opportunities. 
Moreover, the progressive transitionfrom government-funded to privately funded research implies that higher 
education institutions are switching their attention from basic to applied research, so that studies are becoming more 
and more conditioned by business.  
Third, professional authority (lateral force) feels the need to ensure its traditional autonomy and academic 
freedom of faculty and students (Olswang & Lee, 1984) and to differentiate accountability tools in conformity with 
the specific mission and governance system of each institution, in order to improve higher education processes and 
outcomes. 
 the top-down and bottom-up forces, on 
the one hand, and the lateral force, on the other hand. In fact, governmental authority and market aim at assuring 
summary judgments of higher education quality supporting the allocation of scarce resources (summative function 
of accountability), through external accountability mechanisms such as quality reviews, rankings, reporting systems, 
and new funding and governance initiatives. On the contrary, professional authority promotes the monitoring and 
continual improvement of processes and outcomes (formative function of accountability), by means of internal 
accountability mechanisms such as systems of performance measurement and management and other management 
information systems. Further, focusing on professional authority, we find that frequently faculty and administrators 
do not agree on academic freedom and tenure.   
postsecondary education or what reforms should or can be made to enhance accountability. In many cases the 
desires and proposals of various constituencies result in mutually incompatible demands and some difficult choices 
will have to be made. In other cases, there appear to be viable options for increased accountability that may be 
consistent with institutional  
Anyway, although globalization requires greater higher education accountability worldwide, the role and 
importance of accountability are not the same everywhere. 
As stated by Trow (1996), public and private bodies provide support to colleges and universities in return of a 
detailed account of the use of funds (accountability) or the immediate provision of goods or services (market), or 
without requiring anything specific in return (trust). The relative weight and combination of these three kinds of 
links between higher education and society are influenced by the socio-economic environment and the specific 
features of higher education systems.  
Trow also remarks that accountability has advantages and disadvantages. On the one hand, accountability 
represents a regulatory device, a constraint on the corruptions of power, and a powerful incentive to raise the quality 
of performance, thus strengthening the legitimacy of colleges and universities. On the other hand, external 
accountability, presuming a certain cynicism about human behavior, is an alternative to trust, at the cost of 
institutional and individual autonomy and confidentiality. 
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Definitely, we can notice the worldwide spread of the following dilemma in higher education: the increasing 
autonomy of colleges and universities leads to the request for greater accountability, but the rise of accountability 
implies a reduction of autonomy. In that regard, Altbach et al. (1999) observe that high autonomy and rigorous 
accountability are not absolutely incompatible in higher education, but we need to distinguish among three 
interrelated concepts of autonomy: academic freedom (the freedom of scholars to pursue truth), substantive 
autonomy (the what of Academe), and procedural autonomy (the how of Academe).  
In our view, each college and university should safeguard academic freedom as an inalienable right of scholars 
-evident everywhere (Ashby, 1966), committing itself 
to find its own way to balance autonomy and accountability with regard to its specific mission and governance 
system. The university autonomy is, inter alia, reaffirmed in the Magna Charta Universitatum Europaeum, the 
document signed on the occasion of the nine-hundredth anniversary of the University of Bologna (1988) by the 
rectors of 430 universities from all continents and by other 400 rectors later.  
Finally, we deem that the balance of autonomy and accountability reflects the balance of the three forces of 
so it is specific to each college and university: there is no one way to achieve it. 
3. Boston University 
According to the Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education, Boston University (BU) is a not-
for-profit and highly residential research university, with a very high research activity and a majority of 
undergraduate students. The University has 33,480 students, 3,936 faculty members, 5,859 members of staff, more 
than 250 programs of study, and nearly 100 study abroad programs in 38 cities in 27 countries (Boston University 
Fact Sheet 2010-2011). Founded in 1839, BU extends over two primary campuses in the city (Charles River 
Campus and Medical Campus) and is comprised of 16 schools and colleges, constituting thus one of the biggest 
private universities in the United States and one  
As underlined in the web site of BU School of Medicine, Huma
institutions, Boston University helps foster a strong and prestigious educational atmosphere that is present 
 
In 2004, the Board of Trustees of Boston University conducted a comprehensive review of its governance 
structure and practices, with the help of outside consultants, aiming at increasing transparency and efficiency and 
 
The organizational structure of BU is broken down in the following elements: schools and colleges, centers and 
institutes, and departments. Each unit is linked and actively connected with the main governing bodies: the 
President, the Provost, the Board of Trustees, the Executive Committee, the Board of Overseers, the Deans, and the 
Committees. 
The formal mission statement is an international, comprehensive, 
private research university, committed to educating students to be reflective, resourceful individuals ready to live, 
adapt, and lead in an interconnected world. Boston University is committed to generating new knowledge to benefit 
society. We remain dedicated to our founding principles: that higher education should be accessible to all and that 
research, scholarship, artistic creation, and professional practice should be conducted in the service of the wider 
community local and international. These principles 
in its tradition and standards of excellence, and in its dynamic engagement with the City of Boston and the world. 
Boston University comprises a remarkable range of undergraduate, graduate, and professional programs built on a 
strong foundation of the liberal arts and sciences. With the support and oversight of the Board of Trustees, the 
University, through our faculty, continually innovates in education and research to ensure that we meet the needs of 
students and an ever-changing world.  
In the winter of 2005, nBUbegan a structured and systematic strategic planning process, led by its new President. 
The deans asked their respective departments and centers to elaborate 15-page descriptions of their places in the 
world and - -page 
document stating the vision for the school/college and a synthesis of the major goals planned for the following five 
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 in April 2006 
and, after Commencement, the President promoted the formation of a formal strategic planning task force, in order 
 the 
transition from the decentralized relationship between each school/college and the central administration, in the 
Nineties, to a more coordinated decision-making process for the development of a prominent unitary and 
homogeneous campus. The process was designed to be as inclusive and transparent as possible, engaging faculty, 
staff, and students in a meaningful conversation and future. 
After a period of constructive debate and interaction within the campus community, the strategic plan, entitled 
 (2007), has been articulated in ten long- a set of realistic, 
actionable, and measurable goals for BU. The President, University Provost, and Executive Vice President have 
presented regular updates on the progress toward the goals stated in the strategic plan. These updates have been 
communicated to faculty and staff at meetings of various committees. Units and departments were asked to review 
their initial planning documents, looking for alignment with the University-wide strategic plan. 
By identifying specific priorities and benchmarks to gauge progress, the strategic plan provides a rationale for 
decision-making at all levels. With strong encouragement from the main academic bodies, the priorities outlined in 
the strategic plan are explicitly used to guide departmental, unit-level, and University-wide planning and budgeting.  
The budgeting for each fiscal year (running from July to June) includes four major processes that can be 
summarized as follows:  
1. mpared to the budgeted figures (confirm income and expense 
correctly classified; determine if the current year budget requires adjustment; provide analysis to BU external 
auditors); 
2. Monitoring of current year budgets and adjustments when necessary (weekly enrollment projections; 
monthly review of aggregate income and expense data; quarterly confirmation processes; controls); 
3. Prepare multiple year budget forecasts:  
- Enrollment related items (tuition, fees, financial aid); 
- Salaries & fringe benefits;  
- Academic programmatic enhancements;  
- External overhead;  
- Physical plant non-discretionary fixed costs (debt, utilities);  
- Other non-discretionary inflationary items;  
- Establishment of reserves for contingencies. 
4. initiatives:  
- Establish policies and assumptions and estimate enrollment, income, and expense (August);  
- Establish and issue preliminary budget targets (September); 
- Hold budget hearings (October -  December);  
- Refine, adjust, and modify to achieve a balanced budget (January  March);  
- Secure Board of Trustees approval (April);  
- Issue final budget amounts (April). 
fiscal year starts in August, when the major budget 
policies are determined by the President in consultation with senior members of his staff, involving especially the 
Provost and the Executive Vice President. Based on these data, policies and guidelines are established for deans and 
vice presidents to follow in submitting their budget proposal for the subsequent fiscal year.  
In September, the Budget Office sets preliminary targets for individual units, which are based on an 
getary situation and strategic planning for the University as a whole. Each unit is 
required to submit a written budget proposal for the following year. Departmental budget hearings begin in mid-
October with the goal of having them completed by the beginning of December. These hearings are conducted by 
the President, the Executive Vice President, and/or the University Provost. We can notice a bilateral flow of 
information from the Budget Office out to the Provost and vice presidents who, in turn, distribute the materials to 
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deans / directors and ultimately to department heads or chairmen. In January, the central administration assesses the 
requests and initiatives presented in the units, prioritizing those that align with the BU strategic plan. 
By February, the budget is basically in balance. Proposed increases to tuition and fees are presented to the Board 
of Trustees Executive Committee. The Balanced budget for the next fiscal year is presented to the Board of Trustees 
at the spring meeting for approval. In 
departmental budgets are issued to the deans, vice presidents, and other unit directors, thus completing the budget 
process for that fiscal year. 
In addition to the annual budgeting process, Boston University maintains a long-range(five-year) budget model 
using a set of high-level assumptions for revenues and expenditures. This model  which is updated twice a year, at 
the beginning and end of the annual budget cycle  is part of the development of a five-year financial and capital 
planning process.  
In the fall of 2007, BU strategic planning also provided a useful point of departure for the self-study within the 
process of ten-year comprehensive assessment for the accreditation by the Commission on Institutions of Higher 
Education (CIHE) of the New England Association of Schools and Colleges (NEASC)  
The process of assessing the achievement of mission and goals is complicated and multilayered, so a wide range 
of assessment methods is utilized. The Office of Institutional Research (OIR) systematically collects data on 
strategic indicators (relating to, e.g., enrollment, financial information, student quality) for both Boston University 
and peer institutions, as well as data for the budget review process (e.g., tuition, income, and student/faculty ratios) 
and data useful for making predictions of future trends (e.g., statistics on high school graduates and on economic 
indicators). Strategic indicators are used to support and inform decision-making, planning, and program review at 
several levels. Assessment measures have evolved over many years and reflect the unique academic program, 
resources, and challenges of BU as a large private research university. While most measures are quantitative, inputs 
from advisory boards, student assessment, and alumni feedback provide qualitative and anecdotal information. All 
units track common information on enrolment, degree completion, grades, retention, post-degree 
plans. Each year, this information is compiled by the deans in annual reports on their respective schools and 
the basis for academic planning 
and decision-making. Academic planning is effected using controls such as teaching assignments, graduate student 
support, space allocation for laboratories and research, and program curricula modifications. Faculty members are 
assessed by means of an annual merit review process, which takes into account teaching, scholarship, and other 
professional achievements and contributions. Moreover, the following assessment practices have been recently 
instituted at Boston University: 
 Periodic reviews and assessments of academic units (including schools and colleges, centers and institutes, 
and departments), using a variety of means such as external peer panels; 
 A review process that utilizes members of the Board of Overseers. 
4. Alma Mater Studiorum - University of Bologna 
Founded in 1088, the Alma Mater Studiorum - University of Bologna represents one of the biggest public 
universities in Italy, having more than 83,000 students, 2,942 faculty members, 3,147 members of staff, 2,073 
teachers on contract, and 2,000 employees engaged in research. The educational offering is structured in 23 
faculties, 70 departments, 27 interdepartmental research centers, 220 degree courses, 34 international courses, 70 
professional masters, 42 specialization courses, 51 research doctorate courses, and 52 vocational training courses 
(Performance Plan 2011-2013). 
Since 2000, the University of Bologna has adopted a Multi-campus structure in order to permit the diffusion of 
the educational offering and the activation of a stabile research activity with the intent to better the functionality and 
quality of University community life. Special forms of autonomy are granted to the four campuses in Ces
Ravenna, and Rimini and to the seat in Buenos Aires that offers interdisciplinary study programs on different 
subjects. Until now, the University has been organized in faculties and departments. In fact, according to the Italian 
tradition, the primary objective of the faculties is to define, organize and connect the academic activities of the 
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degree courses, while departments are the structures in which teaching and research come together in order to 
promote the scientific activity of the various fields of instruction homogeneous either through their objectives or by 
research methods. 
In July 2011, the University Senate, after completing a long and conflicting path and having consulted the Board 
of Governors, approved the new Charter, in compliance with the Law No. 240/2010 (reform of the Italian higher 
education system), thus decreeing the end of the faculties, the birth of the schools, the merging of departments (from 
70 to 33) and many other changes in the University functioning. 
Under the pressure of different forces, including the progressive reduction of higher education public funding and 
the adoption in Italy of the paradigm of New Public Management - less state, more market and more hierarchy 
(Kickert, 1997) - the University of Bologna is progressively developing systems and processes of accountability. 
To be more precise, the University has adopted specific tools of planning, assessment, and control at four 
different levels. 
At the system level, assessment includes the following tools: 
 Teams Survey  Teams conduct for the ANVUR (ex CNVSU) and the Ministry of Education 
the annual analysis and review of a range of information and also send a report on the opinion of the 
attending students about educational activities; 
 Student National Register and Education Offering National Register: the semi-automatic settlement of these 
two databases is monthly;  
 Annual Report on the Status of Italian Universities (ANVUR  ex CNVSU); 
 ANVUR Evaluation of the Quality of Higher Education and Research 2004 - 2010 (started in November 
2011); 
 INSTAT / EUROSTAT Periodic Surveys. 
Some of the data collected for the assessment are the basis for the allocation of the Fund Ongoing Financing and 
of the Planning Fund. The share of the fund allocated by the Ministry of Education to universities on the strength of 
the results of teaching and research is growing year by year.  
At the University level, in compliance with the European regulatory framework and the Law No. 43/2005 art. 1-
in 2006 the University of Bologna started a strategic planning process. 
The University has adopted the Strategic Plan 2007-2009 with the aim of avoiding an overemphasis on short-term 
results, reflecting on future directions and comparing results to objectives. After analyzing the results of the 
implementation of the Strategic Plan 2007-2009, the University of Bologna has launched a new planning process, 
which is structured in the following stages: 
1. Statement of mission and vision; 
2. Positioning analysis;  
3. Identification of the strategic orientations that express the University guidelines; 
4. Definition of the Strategic Map: articulation of basic objectives and of strategies within the following 
perspectives: 
 Human Resources perspective; 
 Organization  Processes and Communications perspective; 
 Economic and Financial perspective; 
5. Definition of indicators to measure and monitor objectives;  
6. Sharing of the first draft with all the commissions;  
7. Final draft of the Strategic Plan 2010-2013 and approval from the academic bodies. 
The strategic planning process has required a careful analysis of the University identity (mission, vision, and 
values) and positioning. Nowadays the mission of the University of Bologna is defined as follows:  
 on its autonomy and on its knowledge; aware of its 
educational and scientific vocation and of its high social and moral responsibility, intends to propose itself as the 
natural place of knowledge innovation, of recognition of merit, and of full education of citizens. The Alma Mater  
responsible community of students, faculty, and technical and administrative staff  operates in order that 
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everybody, and especially the youth, can grow up by experiencing with accuracy and passion the uniqueness of 
culture w  
The University has applied the SWOT analysis model (Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats), 
bringing to the light both the main opportunities and threats from the environment, and the major institutional 
strengths and weaknesses. On these bases, the University mission is articulated in strategic orientations and then in 
basic objectives, which break down the procedures for implementing the strategic orientations and are measured by 
indicators. For each indicator the following items were defined: metrics, present value, and target (at the end of the 
period covered by the plan). 
The Strategic Map has been developed through the method of the Balanced Scorecard, adapted to the specific 
needs of the University and to the regulatory constraints (Law No. 43/2005, Law No. 15/2009, and Law No. 
150/2009). The correct implementation of this method enables the University to have a balanced vision of its 
performance, by considering four transverse perspectives: stakeholders (basic perspective), economic and financial, 
organization and processes, and human resources. Moreover, the to the two 
fundamental eaching esearch .  
The Strategic Control of the University, both quantitative (28 indicators) and qualitative, is implemented by 
means of the following tools: 
 Annual monitoring of Strategic Plan (January);  
 Annual revision of Strategic Plan (June);  
 Final report on Strategic Plan (at the end of the four years). 
Moreover, in compliance with the Law No. 240/2010, the University will introduce by 2014 the Balance Sheet 
and Profit and Loss Accounting to ensure greater transparency in the use of resources, comparing the results with 
the objectives defined in the budget for cost centers. The experimentation in this area of management control began 
in 2009 with the calculation of the full cost in departments and faculties, but the information has not yet been used 
by the University and the structures. 
In compliance with the Law No. 150/2009, the University has alsoprepared the Performance Plan 2011-2013, a 
three-year rolling plan that represents the tool to initiate the cycle of performance management. Within the 
Performance Plan, the Performance Tree is a logical map that, starting from the mission and the vision, is declined 
in three hierarchical levels:  
 Strategic areas; 
 Strategic objectives;  
 Operational objectives.  
broken down in the Strategic Plan 2010-
to collect additional objectives that are assigned by the Administrative Director to each manager in addition to those 
arising from the strategic planning and aim at improving the effectiveness and efficiency of the organizational 
processes. 
At the third level of the Strategic Tree, there are the operational objectives, which correspond to the objectives 
assigned to managers. For some of them the direct link with the objectives defined in the strategic plan is made 
explicit, while the others are related to the o -
managerial support that is propaedeutic to the realization of the University strategies. 
The Performance Plan therefore defines the basic elements on which the performance measurement, assessment, 
and reporting is based. In June 2012 the first annual Performance Report will be prepared and will take account of 
the factors included in the Performance Assessment and Measurement System, including assessment of leaders and 
indicators to measure the University performance. The Assessment Team of the University of Bologna, which is 
composed of internal and external faculty, has been recognized as the body responsible of this system.  
Further, the Annual Report of the Assessment Team looks at the whole activity of the University of Bologna, 
divided into 6 chapters (teaching, PhD, research, financial management, personnel policy, and student services) and 
the assessment of  the effectiveness and the efficiency of the University administration refers to good practices  
defined by the Polytechnic of Milan.  
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At the structural level, we find the assessment of departments and faculties. The central offices prepare the 
Departments Report and the Faculties Report, which are informative bases of indicators that can be used for various 
purposes, and submit them respectively to the heads of department and to the deans. The Department Report still 
suffers from the lack of research information system, which, however, is among the strategic objectives of the 
University. These reports provide some of the indicators for the allocation of the share of rewards to departments 
and faculties, which has recently been revised. 
The central offices also prepare the Comparative Report on Faculties (4 groups) for the academic bodies of the 
University (Rector, Academic Senate, Board of Directors, Administrative Director). 
Other tools to assess faculties are the Quality Assurance Assessment on individual courses, the Survey of Student 
Opinion on Teaching, and the AlmaLaurea Surveys. 
Finally, at the individual level, research is assessed by means of the Registry of Research of the University of 
Bologna and the indicators of the Integrated Budget for the Research, while teaching assessment is based on the 
Survey of Student Opinion on Teaching. 
5. Conclusion 
The comparison between two Universities that are quite similar in complexity, but very different in terms of 
history, traditions, socio-cultural environment and normative framework, represents a study of great interest for 
analyzing accountability issues in two great institutions in search of excellence. 
Both case studies show that the development of accountability has become an indispensable requirement for 
colleges and universities, under the pressure of globalization, which induces profound changes in the three vertices 
 
Although strong similarities exist between the two cases, we notice also some relevant differences in the 
implementation of internal and external accountability tools. 
In the case of the University of Bologna, the main limitations of accountability are due to a traditional 
organizational culture that is slow to implement all kinds of changes with some impact on the balance of political 
forces. Currently, the full effectiveness of accountability tools is partially compromised by the following weaknesses 
of the University: 
 A governance system that is profoundly changing to meet the normative framework and the current needs of 
the University; 
 A certain exasperation of the autonomy principle with the paradoxical risk to lose some autonomy; 
 The weakness of links between strategic planning and budgeting; 
 An unclear system of responsibilities within the University, with special reference to the different managerial 
roles of faculty and administration. 
The situation is different for Boston University, which relies on a complex balance among different forms of 
autonomies for the single units (school / college) and the central administration. The governing bodies approve the 
 leaving to the delegates the necessary autonomy for the effective resource allocation 
on a local basis. This fiduciary relationship has contributed to the statement of a collaborative style of leadership and 
to the development of an advanced information system consistent with the coordinated operational processes of the 
whole campus.  
Anyway, globalization forces are asking greater accountability by institutions and individuals. 
In conclusion, we observe that, although the increasing regulation of professional conduct may be legal, 
necessary, and not technically inconsistent with academic freedom, it can have some negative effects on faculty 
morale and job satisfaction. We agree with Olswang & Lee (1984), who deem that faculty should be actively 
involved in studying and implementing institutional policies or structures designed to address the requirements for 
institutional and individual accountability, thus aiming at balancing autonomy with accountability. 
In our view, the need to differentiate the way to reach this balance at all levels of higher education institutions is 
now, more than ever, important and urgent. 
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